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Foreword

Children play in a part of Manila that was rebuilt after 2009 typhoons.
© Jason Gutierrez/IRIN

2009 was another challenging year for humanitarian needs. The Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) was repeatedly called on to enable timely and reliable humanitarian assistance. The fund proved itself more than capable of the
task. In 2009, CERF helped launch urgent humanitarian responses in 51 countries. It allocated nearly US$397.4 million
of the $401.7 million raised to 466 life-saving projects.
CERF helped ensure that UN agencies hit the ground running, with the right resources available in the right time frame,
whenever and wherever there was a call for international support. During the successive natural disasters in Asia and
the Pacific in September and October, CERF filled the critical gap between appeals and release of funds by allocating
funds within days of each emergency to kick-start relief efforts. This rapid funding enabled humanitarian agencies to
launch the programmes deemed most urgent by the respective country team and the Resident Coordinator and Humanitarian Coordinator (RC/HC).
In 2009, for the first time, more CERF funds went to
conflict-driven needs than to those arising from natural disasters. This shift was reflected in allocations
such as $60.5 million for Somalia, $30.4 million for the
Democratic Republic of the Congo, and $23.5 million for Sri Lanka. CERF was also successful in its aim
of channelling money to underfunded emergencies.
For example, it allocated $3.3 million to drought response in the Syrian Arab Republic and $19 million to
boost food and health programmes in the Democratic
People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK). Both emergencies
had failed to attract funding from other sources.
Although much has been achieved, CERF’s management is committed to constant improvement of the
fund’s operations, with the aim of becoming as fast,
flexible, transparent and accountable as possible. Several significant steps were taken in 2009 as part of this commitment. In particular, efforts to develop a light but robust Performance and Accountability Framework (PAF) have borne
fruit. A draft PAF was reviewed by CERF’s Advisory Group. The group requested that the PAF was piloted in one
country in 2010. Now endorsed by the Advisory Group, the PAF will permit CERF to give a clearer and more evidencebased assessment of CERF’s added value.

United Nations Emergency Relief Coordinator John Holmes in Chad.
Photo: UN Photo/Olivia Grey
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CERF’s Life-Saving Criteria have been revised to tighten and clarify definitions, while at the same time maintaining the
flexibility to react to specific contexts. The improved criteria will simplify the preparation of CERF requests at the field
level. To reflect the importance of dedicated cluster leadership, CERF can now fund start-up cluster coordination costs
in new emergencies. The underfunded emergencies process was also updated to move more funds to the field at the
beginning of the year, improve the evidence base for decision-making and heighten the involvement of RC/HCs.
To clarify key definitions and refine reporting requirements to reflect experience since CERF became operational
in 2006, the Secretary-General’s “Bulletin on the Establishment and Operation of the Central Emergency Response
Fund” has been updated. The proposed “umbrella” Letter of Understanding to simplify financial disbursements has
finally been signed. To meet Member States’ expectations of transparency, RC/HC reports have been streamlined to
focus more on CERF’s three main objectives. This has led to improvements in timeliness and quality.
Our donors have recognized these advances. In 2009, despite a net decrease in contributions of more than $50 million
compared with the previous year due to currency fluctuations, donor support for CERF actually increased when measured in national currencies. I am delighted that 21 Member States contributed to CERF for the first time. This means
that 116 countries had pledged to the fund by the end of 2009, which is well over half the United Nations membership.
Conflict, natural disaster, economic uncertainty and climate change mean that, as great as humanitarian needs are
today, they are only likely to increase. Humanitarian Country Teams working hard in every corner of the world to aid
people in every sort of crisis count on CERF funds. And in turn, CERF can be counted on to use the resources it is entrusted with — quickly, equitably and effectively, in both high-profile and forgotten emergencies.
CERF is a source of last resort for underfunded projects and emergencies, but the first port of call when immediate injections of cash must kick-start the response during new emergencies. Contributors to CERF can be confident that their
donation to humanitarian relief will be applied in a transparent and needs-based way. I hope that in the year ahead,
more donors and companies will take advantage of CERF to ensure their contributions are used quickly and well.

John Holmes
Emergency Relief Coordinator
July 2010
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What is CERF?
CERF enables the fast delivery of humanitarian assistance to people affected by natural disasters and other
crises through a pool of standby funding to support
humanitarian action. CERF funding is intended to be
$500 million a year. It is replenished annually through
contributions mainly from governments but also from
the private sector.
CERF in its present form was proposed after the 2004
Indian Ocean tsunami. The disaster underscored the
sharp contrast between the extraordinary and rapid
outpouring of assistance that ensued, and the limited and often slow response received for many other
grave humanitarian disasters. Modification of the previous Central Emergency Revolving Fund was therefore
agreed by the UN General Assembly. The fund aims to
promote early action and response to avoid loss of life,
enhance overall response to emergencies where timing
is critical, and strengthen core humanitarian responses
in underfunded crises.
A child at the Mazrak camp in Yemen.
© Hugh Macleod/IRIN

Contributors and Recipients of CERF Funds since Inception (as of 31 December 2009)
161 of 192 UN Member States have contributed to or benefited from the Fund.
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How does
CERF work?
CERF has a grant component of $450 million and a
loan component of $50 million. These amounts are
available to UN humanitarian agencies and the International Organization for Migration (IOM). Although
NGOs cannot apply directly to CERF, they receive a
significant proportion of CERF funds as implementing
partners of UN agencies.
Priorities for CERF funding are set by humanitarians
on the ground. The funds are meant to kick-start operations, not to replace other existing and traditional
funding mechanisms. Up to $30 million can be allocated to each humanitarian emergency, although exceptions can be made where necessary.
CERF allocations are made in two ways. The rapid
response window is used for sudden-onset emergencies or a significant deterioration in an existing crisis.
Funds are approved as quickly as one business day after an application is received from an RC/HC. About
two thirds of CERF allocations are made through this
window. The remaining third is allocated through the
underfunded window, which helps countries where the
gap between humanitarian need and what has been
funded can be shown to be the greatest.

Sudanese women pull bags of grain from the World Food Programme.
© Peter Martell/IRIN

Where do CERF
funds come from?
CERF funds come from Member States, the
private sector and individual donors. By the
end of 2009, 116 members of the UN General
Assembly around the world had made pledges
or contributions since CERF’s inception in
2006. In its first five years, CERF raised nearly
$2 billion for its grant component. A total
of $1.6 billion of this had been allocated
to Humanitarian Country Teams in some
75 countries by the end of 2009, with the
remainder to be allocated in 2010. Sectors
that typically receive funding include food,
health, water and sanitation, and shelter.

Harsh winters in Afghanistan take their toll.
© Masoud Popalzai/IRIN
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A group of displaced people at a food distribution point in the eastern DRC.
© Jane Some/IRIN

Who manages CERF?
CERF funds are managed by a 23-person Secretariat, which is part of OCHA. OCHA’s top official, the Emergency Relief
Coordinator (ERC), is responsible for the fund’s use and management. A 16-member CERF Advisory Group, comprising
relief experts from donor and recipient governments and NGOs, meets twice a year to discuss policy and management
developments. It then relays its advice to the Secretary-General.
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CERF Funds—Raised, Requested, Approved

In 2009, there was no single overarching situation,
as with the 2008 food crisis, that dominated global
CERF allocations. Allocations ranged from top recipient Somalia, whose record $60 million was used for 21
projects targeting 3.4 million people, to Cape Verde’s
tiny-by-comparison $475,000, which helped to halt the
spread of dengue fever, benefiting as many as 500,000
people.
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Top 10 CERF Recipients in 2009
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The Horn of Africa was the biggest regional recipient.
2008 saw a slight move from CERF’s allocation of
the vast majority of its funding to Africa, with higher
percentages going to Asia and Latin America as
recipient regions. But in 2009, the pendulum swung
back towards Africa: countries in the Horn received
some $132 million, a full third of all CERF funding for
the year. Drought in the region had worsened after
four successive hard years and food prices remained
at extremely high levels. CERF allocated funding to
country teams in Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya,
Somalia and Uganda, where some 18.6 million people
required emergency humanitarian assistance.

$702.5
$428.8

CERF Strengths

Rivers overflowed their banks in the town of Saravan in southern Laos.
© UNDP/Bounlieng

The Country Team in Somalia was the biggest single recipient in 2009.
(DRC received the most CERF funding in the fund’s first three years.)
In 2009, a combination of deepening drought and escalating conflict
worsened already dire conditions in Somalia, while funding from other
sources was limited, for complex reasons. As a result, UN humanitarian
agencies in that country received $60 million from CERF, the most any
single country has ever received from the fund in a single year. Allocations
ranged from $25 million to prevent a lapse in a food operation for 2 million
people, to $276,000 to boost a child-protection project. In addition to the
CERF funds that went to programmes in Somalia, another $14 million
went to help Somalis outside the country, with one of the largest portions
going to help Somali refugees in Kenya’s overcrowded Dadaab camp.
More funds went to conflict-related responses than to natural disasters. Conflicts around the globe, including in DRC, Pakistan, Somalia,
Sudan and Yemen, created humanitarian needs that required $251 million
in CERF funding. For example, a $5 million allocation went to help the
country team in Colombia address the protracted crisis in the country’s
Pacific region. This funding allowed humanitarian partners to extend their
presence into previously inaccessible areas, and to deliver assistance to
indigenous and ethnic minorities.

Earthquake/Tsunami
1.9%
Food Crisis
2.4%
Disease
4.3%
Refugees/IDPs
10.5%

Flood/Drought/
Hurricane
15.5%

Cold/Heat
Waves
1.1%

ALLOCATIONS
by TYPE
of EMERGENCY

US$397.4
MILLION

Protracted
Conflict
63.3%

Providing rapid funding: Nearly
90 percent of the annual reports
from RCs note that CERF provided
time-critical funding that allowed
for rapid action. In Côte d’Ivoire,
for example, only 30 days passed
between an application for CERF
funds and the completion of a yellow fever vaccination campaign
that reached 220,000 people.
Improving coordination: More
than half of the RC/HCs’ reports
stated that the CERF allocation
and implementation processes
bolstered coordination among humanitarian actors, and between
UN agencies and national governments.
Allowing for flexibility: More
than a third of the RC/HCs’ reports
noted CERF’s flexibility. They defined flexibility as everything from
streamlined application procedures
to common-sense interpretations
of CERF’s Life-Saving Criteria.
Preventing greater needs: Several country teams used CERF funds
to prevent the growth of humanitarian needs. In Colombia, for example, the need for food aid was
averted thanks to a programme
that enabled farmers to plant crops
shortly after floodwaters receded.
Catalyst for additional funding:
Several country teams stated that
CERF funds acted as a catalyst
for subsequent contributions. In
Angola, for example, the RC’s report noted that CERF’s contribution “played an important catalytic role” and helped at least one
agency to attract additional contributions.
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Allocations by Sector—Top 10 Sectors
Food
Health
Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH)

$96,407,637 $30,492,638
$39,249,532

$17,940,008

$29,623,688

$15,843,988

Health & Nutrition

$17,984,445

Agriculture

$16,909,612

Shelter & Non-Food Items
Coordination and Support Services

$15,501,845

$2,020,911

$30,040,282

$12,943,076

Protection

$7,678,671

Multi-sector

$8,839,080

Education

$20,705,045

$3,869,610

$8,677,823

Underfunded

$8,964,335
$7,699,861

Rapid Response

$1,311,765
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Food was once again the top sector, with $127 million in allocations.
WFP was the UN agency receiving the greatest share of CERF funds.
Health programmes received the second most with $57 million, and
allocations to water and sanitation projects rose to 11 percent of total
CERF funding. A $14 million funding increase to projects to stem the
spread of diseases such as measles and meningitis was important, given
the number of people who can be reached through these
relatively inexpensive
interventions.

Aid workers unloading supplies at a warehouse in the Central African Republic.
© OCHA/Dan DeLorenzo

10

CERF 2009 annual report

Allocations by Agency
WFP

$110,996,873 $40,511,591

UNICEF

$60,780,941 $39,160,048

UNHCR

$24,615,030

WHO

$26,465,062
$17,981,887

FAO
IOM

$11,368,094

UNFPA

$4,324,664

UNDP

$5,229,834

UNRWA

$3,482,850

UNOPS

$1,375,632

UN Habitat

$1,482,720

UNESCO

$130,303

UNIFEM

$66,340

$12,668,637
$10,614,252

$14,642,826

$4,477,550

$4,351,390
$1,665,585

$1,000,000
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Attention to gender issues. In approving emergency
projects, CERF stresses that projects should consider
the needs of women and men equally. When disaster
strikes, women are often the most vulnerable and worst
affected. In 2009, a wide range of CERF allocations
made sure that the particular needs of women in crises
were considered. In Zimbabwe, UNFPA received funding to provide 1,000 survivors of gender-based violence
(GBV) with life-saving reproductive health services. In
the Lao People’s Democratic Republic, “dignity kits”,
which included items such as sanitary napkins, soap
and combs, were distributed. In Djibouti, reproductive
health kits were offered to women.

A mother and malnourished child at the Dadaab camp in Kenya.
© Allan Gichigi/IRIN
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Allotting resources to cover unmet humanitarian needs. CERF’s allocations to underfunded emergencies are based
on a calculation of the gap between demonstrable humanitarian needs and the amounts of resources received. In
2009, $129 million was allocated to 20 country teams through CERF’s underfunded window. The top three recipients

Underfunded
Allocations
in 2009
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were DPRK, Zimbabwe and Ethiopia. CERF also reached some of the world’s lowest-profile humanitarian situations,
from Myanmar’s remote Northern Rakhine State (NRS) to Saharwi refugees in Algeria, where a $300,000 water project
benefited 90,000 people in a remote refugee camp.
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CERF Contributions to Flash Appeals in 2009
Total Funding Received (US$)

Total Funding
Received

Total CERF
Funding

CERF Contribution
Rank of CERF
as a Percentage of
Contribution
Total Funding

Burkina Faso Flash Appeal

$15,101,165

$4,877,946

32.3%

1

El Salvador Flash Appeal

$15,906,330

$2,485,827

15.6%

2

Lao PDR Flash Appeal

$10,415,735

$3,828,517

36.8%

1

Madagascar Flash Appeal

$22,241,584

$6,450,994

29.0%

1

$4,001,752

$1,299,825

32.5%

1

$103,656,585

$6,790,230

6.6%

5

$171,323,151

$25,733,339

(September 2009 - February 2010)
(November 2009 - May 2010)
(October 2009 - April 2010)
(April - October 2009)

Namibia Flash Appeal
(March - November 2009)

Philippines Flash Appeal
(October 2009 - March 2010)

Total

Jumpstarting humanitarian operations in the first moments after a crisis. Before the General Assembly created
the modified CERF, funding shortages routinely plagued the flash appeals issued in the aftermath of sudden-onset
disasters. In 2009, CERF once again successfully tackled this problem: it was responsible for more than 20 percent of
all funding given to flash appeals. CERF was the largest source of revenue in six out of the eight flash appeals for 2009,
including Burkina Faso, El Salvador, Lao PDR, Madagascar, Namibia and the Philippines. This list does not include
Yemen, where CERF allocated funds after a spike in internal displacement last August, even before the Yemen Flash
Appeal was launched. Some $2.6 million went to UN efforts to respond to food, health-care, shelter and clean-water
needs.
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CASE
STUDIES

© UNICEF Somalia/2010/Said Hassan

IRAQ
In early 2009, the number of reported measles
cases in Iraq passed the 10,000 mark, prompting fears that the spread of the disease was increasing. Measles is highly contagious and can
cause blindness, encephalitis and pneumonia.
Although immunization was a priority for the
Ministry of Health (MoH), poor security conditions had severely affected vaccine distribution,
supervisory and training activities, and children’s
and women’s access to immunization institutions. Ironically, an improvement in the security
situation had brought new hazards: children
mixed more freely than before, allowing the disease to spread more rapidly.
Three days after an application from the RC/
HC, the ERC approved $1 million in funds for
a WHO anti-measles project targeting children
under age 5.

A girl at a school in Basra, Iraq, is vaccinated against measles.
© World Health Organization/Iraq

Working with the Iraqi MoH, WHO began a vaccination campaign in March 2009, working in four parts of the country: Najaf in the south, and Sulimaniyah, Erbil and Dohuk in the north. Joint teams from WHO, UNICEF and the MoH
carried out a series of 10-day missions, with the three partners sharing costs of the vaccine and syringes. A highly innovative anti-measles campaign used banners, and local and satellite television and radio to get the message across.
Mobile loudspeakers followed vaccination teams into villages and urban slums. CERF funds were devoted to training,
logistics support, compensating field workers and procuring lab supplies.

RESULTS:
•

16

A major measles outbreak was averted. In 2009, prior to the vaccination campaign, 30,328 suspected measles
cases were reported across Iraq, with the four targeted areas reporting 634 cases. Over 660,000 children were
vaccinated, equalling a 93 percent coverage of the targeted areas. After the campaign, only seven cases were
reported. CERF funded all costs of the WHO programme.
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SRI LANKA
As the conflict between the Government of Sri
Lanka and the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) moved into its final stages in early
2009, hundreds of thousands of people were
either trapped in the conflict zone or had fled
the fighting. A strong emergency response was
required due to the suddenness and scale of the
population movements, notably in April as the
Government army advanced on the LTTE’s last
remaining strongholds. Vulnerability to disease
and malnutrition was extremely high. Although
humanitarian needs were acute and wide ranging, donor commitments wavered because of
concerns about the continuing conflict.
Previous CERF allocations had included supMenik Farm camp in Sri Lanka saw heavy rains in August 2009.
© IRIN
porting humanitarian convoys to the north in
2008 and encouraging planting of crops by returning IDPs in 2007. CERF again proved vital in 2009. A contribution of $10 million in early February helped kick-start
emergency operations. With the $155 million emergency appeal for Sri Lanka only 31 percent funded, a second CERF
allocation of $11.3 million in May 2009 enabled humanitarian organizations to help tens of thousands of IDPs.
While UN agencies used much of the CERF funding to feed and shelter IDPs, support for landmine clearance also
proved critical to the return and resettlement of IDPs by improving safety in areas littered with mines.

“

Had there been no
CERF funding, people
would have been much
worse off. There would
have been a lot of people
dying. It would have been
very hard to provide
proper shelter. A lot of
suffering was prevented.
There were very few
casualties that could
be attributed to a lack
of humanitarian
assistance.

”

Resident Coordinator and
Humanitarian Coordinator

RESULTS:
•
•

•

•

•

$2.3 million in CERF funds allowed UNHCR and IOM to provide shelter and crucial non-food items to 200,000 people.
A CERF-funded airlift was used to deliver lightweight tents.
The construction of emergency shelters, community halls and
kitchens was accompanied by the provision of bed sheets,
mosquito nets and kitchen sets to the target population.
$3 million in CERF funding enabled UNICEF and IOM to
engage in a major sanitation campaign. They provided water and sanitation facilities to 385,000 people living in IDP
camps, and limited the spread of potentially lethal waterborne diseases.
WFP used $2 million in CERF funding to provide emergency
food assistance to more than 270,000 vulnerable IDPs, including 40,000 children under 5, as well as pregnant and
nursing women.
By the end of the year, CERF’s $23.5 million in contributions
made it the second-largest overall source of funding, accounting for nearly 12 percent of the total received.
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GUINEA
With chronic poverty in rural areas and evidence of
sharp economic decline in 2009, Guinea offered a classic example of the type of forgotten emergency that
CERF was created to address. Humanitarian needs in
Guinea had generated little attention from the international community. Malnutrition rates had increased
by 50 percent over the past five years and there was a
constant need to improve medical care.
Guinea’s internal problems were thrown into sharp relief in September 2009 when political tensions erupted
in the capital, Conakry, and security forces opened fire
on a mass demonstration in the national stadium. Hundreds of civilian casualties were reported, as well as incidents of rape and sexual assault.

RESULTS:
The CERF funding allocated through UN agencies responded to the immediate consequences of the violence in Conakry as well as to more long-standing humanitarian problems.

•
•
•

•

•

UNICEF received funding to provide sanitationrelated assistance to victims of violence in Conakry
and its surroundings.
WHO received funding to help support health facilities coping with a major influx of patients into
medical centres after the events in September.
CERF funding guaranteed the continuation of the
UN Humanitarian Air Service (UNHAS), run by WFP.
UNHAS transported 5,858 passengers and 85 tons
of relief items in 2009. The service covers Haute
Guinée and Guinée Forestière, two of the leastaccessible and most-impoverished parts of the
country.
WHO received funding to build the capacity of
Beyla, Lola and Nzérékoré hospitals in Guinée Forestière in treating severe malnutrition in children
under age 5.
Guinea received 37 percent of the funding requested in its portion of the West Africa CAP. CERF
provided 30 percent of that amount.

A girl in Conakry, Guinea receiving a polio vaccine.
© Julien Harneis

“

Guinea is in some ways an
epitome of chronic crisis, but it
has never traditionally attracted
the necessary funds for an
appropriate response. CERF has
been a life saver in that regard.
Without CERF, the humanitarian
response would have been
inadequate and stunted, and
the response and access
to populations in need
difficult and slow.

”

Resident Coordinator and
Humanitarian Coordinator
18
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EL SALVADOR
In November 2009, Hurricane Ida battered El Salvador, killing at least 80 people. Heavy rainfall caused
landslides and flooding in seven of the country’s 14
departments, affecting 120,000 people. Homes were
destroyed, livestock and poultry killed, irrigation systems damaged, and crops of coffee, sugar cane and
red beans were lost. Estimates of the damage were put
at $240 million, or 1.1 percent of the country’s GDP.
In the immediate aftermath of the hurricane, the greatest needs were in camp management, food assistance,
and water and sanitation. While some UN agencies
were able to use existing cash reserves, additional resources were required urgently. As soon as a Flash Appeal was launched, CERF responded with an allocation
of $2.5 million to kick-start programmes for camp management, food assistance, health, water and sanitation,
shelter, protection and agriculture. The initial CERF
contribution proved vital in encouraging further contributions through other channels as donors became
aware of the needs and the impact of the response.

“

This was the first time there
has been CERF funding in
El Salvador and it proved crucial
in winning the Government’s
confidence at a time when it
was facing a severe budgetary
crunch. It was vital to know that
we had resources that we could
count on immediately, that this
was money that was available
right away. It helped establish
leadership on what to do, giving
a real sense of urgency.

”

Resident Coordinator

RESULTS:
•
•

•
•

$423,000 in CERF funding made it possible for
WFP to provide enough food aid for 47,000 people staying in temporary shelters.
CERF funds allowed UNICEF and WHO to provide
drinking water, chemical latrines and chlorine tablets at an early stage, helping reduce the risk of
infection and disease for 120,000 people.
CERF funds enabled a common housing model for
emergency shelter to be agreed on quickly and
implemented by partners in the Shelter Cluster.
Even after other contributions arrived, CERF allocations accounted for 37 percent of all funding
received for the Flash Appeal.

Severe flooding occurred in El Salvador in 2009.
© Eric Lemus
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SOMALIA
2009 saw a serious escalation in the conflict
in Somalia, with much of the heaviest fighting
concentrated in remote areas with the highest
malnutrition rates. Some 3.6 million Somalis,
around half the population, were in need of
emergency assistance.
While the Somalia Consolidated Appeal was
more than 64 percent funded, contributions
dropped during the year, reflecting donors’
concerns about the possible diversion of aid
to extremist groups. The net effect was that
several key clusters, including water and sanitation, shelter, health and agriculture faced serious financial shortfalls. There were also real
concerns about WFP’s ability to sustain food
assistance, particularly in the south and central
regions.

A girl cooking at an IDP camp in Jowhar, Somalia.
© Manoocher Deghati/IRIN.

The $33 million allocation in CERF funding in the last days of 2009 led to several critical interventions.

“

We were facing
major gaps in the food
pipeline. In the absence
of CERF funding,
everything would have
been in jeopardy and
we would have let a lot
of people down. The
CERF funding enabled
operations to carry on at
a crucial time and save a
lot of lives.

”

Resident Coordinator and
Humanitarian Coordinator

RESULTS:
•
•

•

•
•
•
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$25 million in CERF funding enabled WFP to maintain critical
deliveries to 2 million people dependent on food aid.
CERF funds helped UNICEF and WHO start a “Child Health
Day” project, looking to provide 800,000 children under age 5
with the measles vaccine and vitamin A and de-worming medication. The project also targeted 600,000 women of childbearing age, offering them protection against maternal and neonatal tetanus.
An allocation of $1.5 million to UNHCR helped provide some
200,000 displaced people with non-food items. The allocation
also ensured improved living conditions for 33,000 IDP families
in settlements in South and Central Somalia and Puntland.
$1.6 million in CERF funding to UNICEF helped guarantee supplies of a key nutrient supplement, Plumpy’doz, to 110,000 children for another two months.
CERF funds allowed UNICEF to scale up child protection and
children’s rights monitoring in Mogadishu and the Afgoye corridor, benefiting 25,000 children.
CERF’s allocations of $60.5 million made it the third-largest
source of revenue for humanitarian programmes in Somalia in
2009.

ZIMBABWE
In Zimbabwe, the swift release of $8 million in
CERF funding and a flexible, imaginative approach to health care proved crucial in tackling
a major cholera epidemic.
Field assessments in January 2009 revealed
that over 57,000 people were affected by cholera, with close to 2,800 deaths, 70 percent of
them in rural areas. There were fears that the
caseload could double if key gaps in medical
response were not filled. Within days of receiving the CERF funding application, the ERC approved several projects.
The funding allocation included $3 million to
create an incentive package for health workers to return to their posts. Deterred by unpaid
A Zimbabwean man receiving treatment for cholera.
salaries and poor working conditions, large
© OCHA/Richard Johnson
numbers of trained personnel had abandoned
the health system and migrated to South Africa, going to private clinics or seeking alternative employment. This forced
the closure of at least one hospital in late 2008. The UNCT recommended the use of CERF funds to bring health workers back and train them on managing cholera. This followed a similar initiative by the Global Fund and donors to deal
with HIV/AIDS patients. The return of health workers was particularly crucial in rural areas, where the cholera epidemic
had hit hardest.

RESULTS:
An intensive anti-cholera campaign was launched involving a wide range of partners with clearly assigned roles. The campaign included the following initiatives:

•
•
•
•

Case management teams were trained rapidly and visited more than 20 cholera treatment centres.
In the first four weeks of the campaign, 181 tons of supplies were distributed
to 61 districts across the country.
Projects implemented by WHO, UNICEF and WFP filled gaps in the provision
of medical and logistical supplies for cholera treatment, and ensured a faster
response through improved communication and transport.
In May 2010, Zimbabwe’s RC/HC reported 16 deaths and 587 cholera cases in
2010, compared to 98,424 cases with 4,276 deaths in 2009.

“

The CERF
resources
could not
have come at
a more critical
time.

”

Resident
Coordinator and
Humanitarian
Coordinator
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MYANMAR
There was no disaster on the scale of Cyclone
Nargis in Myanmar during 2009. However,
the humanitarian situation in several cases
remained extremely difficult. For example,
Northern Rakhine State (NRS) has a global
acute malnutrition rate of 16.3 percent and a
high level of dependence on a fragile agricultural system. Access to health and educational
services is extremely limited. Forty percent
of the population obtains its drinking water
from unprotected sources. While NRS’s problems are typical of those faced across much
of Myanmar, the region’s relative accessibility
has made it easier for humanitarian agencies
to work effectively. Much of the CERF funding since 2007 has been spent on projects in
NRS.
Medical treatment in a remote part of Myanmar.
© ACF/UNHCR

CERF-funded humanitarian activity has been
tightly coordinated through a CERF Working Group, consisting of UN agencies and NGOs. The group agrees on priorities and criteria for project selection and advises the RC/HC on how to allocate funding. Work on the ground has
been made easier by inter-agency meetings in Maungdaw in NRS, and regular coordination between agencies and
local officials.

RESULTS:
The CERF allocation of just under $3 million focused on a wide variety of needs across different sectors. CERF-funded
interventions included:

•
•
•
•
•
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WFP distributed monthly food rations of 10 kg per household, targeting 135,600 primary students from acutely
vulnerable households, allowing children to go to school. WFP increased the number of schools in its feeding
programme from 375 to 410.
Improved antenatal and post-natal care to 20,000 women through the provision of drugs and equipment to trained
birth attendants, and distribution of safe delivery kits to pregnant women.
Importation of ready-to-use therapeutic food for distribution to 1,600 children under age 5, allowing for the treatment and provision of severe acute malnutrition, resulting in high cure rates.
Funding of water and sanitation projects boosted access to safe water and the provision of better sanitation conditions in 40 hard-to-reach villages, reducing levels of widespread waterborne diseases.
Provision of bed nets and basic shelter materials to 2,000 families whose houses were struck severely by recurrent
rains and floods in 2008.
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CERF
MANAGEMENT:
CONSTANT IMPROVEMENT
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In 2009, the CERF Secretariat continued to take significant steps to make CERF more efficient, effective
and accountable. It used the Management Response
Matrix (MRM) for the 2008 General Assembly-mandated Two-Year Evaluation as its guide. By the end of the
year, nine additional recommendations in the MRM
had been implemented and some of the most important milestones were well within reach.
Important progress was made towards revising the
Secretary-General’s Bulletin on CERF which encapsulates the rules regarding the fund’s use, management
and administration. By the end of 2009, the content
was informally agreed between the UN agencies that
implement the projects and the UN Secretariat, which
administers the funds. The bulletin’s content was awaiting the Secretary-General’s final clearance to become
operational (it was issued in April 2010). The revisions
included lengthening the implementation period for
rapid response projects from three to six months, and
refining language to improve accountability and clarify

Displaced children in the Philippines.
© Jason Gutierrez/IRIN

reporting arrangements. In parallel, an umbrella letter of understanding streamlining the procedures for
agreements between CERF and recipient agencies was
being developed (it was agreed in June 2010). Once
fully implemented, these changes will mean simpler
and faster procedures, enabling funds to get where
they are needed even more rapidly than at present.
The CERF Secretariat continued to develop ways of
better measuring CERF’s added value. Most significantly, in its November 2009 meeting, the CERF Advisory
Group endorsed a draft Performance and Accountability Framework (PAF), which will provide streamlined
but robust measurement of CERF’s work. The Advisory
Group welcomed the draft PAF’s focus on CERF’s added
value for the overall humanitarian response, agreeing
that the PAF should be rigorous without being onerous
for field staff and should maximize its use of existing
reporting practices. The Advisory Group asked for the
draft PAF to be piloted in one country in early 2010, so
that the findings could be discussed at the group’s next
meeting in July 2010. (The pilot in Kenya was successful, and the Advisory Group has now agreed the PAF.)
The RC/HCs’ annual reports on the use and impact of
CERF funds are CERF’s primary vehicle for transparent
reporting and accountability. After the reports are submitted in March of each year, they are reviewed and
edited, then posted online. To receive more focused
and timely reporting, the reporting template was overhauled during 2009 to focus more on the added value
of CERF funding, especially as it relates to CERF’s three
core objectives. All RC/HC reports for 2009 were submitted in the new format. The results show that the new
template made reporting more analytical and timely,

Women carrying jerry cans of water in eastern DRC.
© Tiggy Ridley/IRIN
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and less of a burden for field offices. The template has
also allowed the CERF Secretariat to make better use
of the information contained in reports, to gain a better
overview of CERF’s added value and to extract emerging best practices.
In 2009, the CERF Secretariat also revised CERF’s LifeSaving Criteria — the eligibility criteria for project submission. The criteria were originally developed in 2007,
and were updated through intensive consultations with
agencies and global cluster leads. The result was more
detailed descriptions of eligible project activities by
sector. This should lead to easier decision making at the
field level as to whether a particular project is eligible
for CERF funding. The CERF Advisory Group endorsed
the revised criteria and underscored the importance of
keeping the criteria sufficiently narrow, while maintaining CERF’s trademark ability to adjust flexibly to con-

text. The revised criteria also allow for initial funding
for cluster coordination start-up costs, to ensure proper
coordination from the beginning of a crisis.
The final significant change stemming from the TwoYear Evaluation was the review of the underfunded
window. As a result of the review, the CERF Secretariat
formalized the policy of “front loading” — distributing
approximately 75 percent of the funds from the underfunded window through a first funding round in January. This allows agencies to programme these funds
against priority projects as early as possible in the year.
In addition, more sector-sensitive analysis has been introduced to allow the Secretariat to compare funding
levels across different sectors. RCs/HCs and their Humanitarian Country Teams are now formally part of the
process of verifying the agencies’ suitability and capacity to utilize underfunded allocations.

Water distribution in Tora in northern Darfur.
© UNAMID/Olivier Chassot
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The CERF Secretariat continues to hone the techniques used in the fund’s day-to-day management. For example, for
the rapid response window, the Secretariat determined that the current three-day average for the final approval of a
project is appropriate, but carefully monitors this indicator to ensure there is no slippage. The Secretariat also works
very closely with RC/HCs and UN agency colleagues to review and comment on draft proposals in order to improve
promising proposals and discourage those with little chance of being funded. Final project approval rates remained
above 90 percent, which indicates the improved understanding of CERF’s mandate.
The CERF Secretariat also increased the use of CERF’s website to assist field-based colleagues. There has been a
dramatic improvement in the amount of Web-based guidance on the use of CERF. New guidance has been added for
areas such as using CERF funds to support UN Humanitarian Air Service programmes. In 2010, the main effort will be
to augment the amount of available guidance material while continuing to track performance data and adjust accordingly. CERF will also implement or close out the remaining recommendations of the Two-Year Evaluation, and begin
the preparations for the next independent General Assembly-mandated review of CERF’s activities. This is due to be
completed in September 2011.

CERF Response Time, 2006 - 2009

This chart shows the time elapsed from final application
to ERC approval.
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GROWING
SUPPORT
FOR CERF

Despite the tough global financial climate, CERF retained a strong financial position in 2009. Some 25 Member States
increased their CERF contributions. Another 21 Member States pledged or contributed to CERF for the first time,
meaning 116 Member States have donated to the fund since it was founded in 2006. At the CERF annual conference
in December 2009, eight new contributors stepped forward: Andorra, Madagascar, Mauritania, Namibia, the Russian
Federation, Samoa, Singapore and the Sovereign Order of Malta. Several long-standing donors also announced significant increases in their contributions, including Norway, Belgium, Brazil, Indonesia, Israel, Italy, Kazakhstan, Luxembourg, Pakistan, Slovenia, South Africa and the United States. One private sector donor, Western Union, increased
its annual pledge by 50 percent to $150,000. Thirty Member States that have benefited from CERF funding were also
donors by the end of 2009. In 2010, CERF will continue broadening its donor base, including more funding from private
corporations.
Overall donations to CERF in 2009 totalled $401.7 million, bringing the total raised since 2006 to just over $1.9 billion. The overall increase in donors and growth in contributions in national currencies demonstrated the international
community’s growing support for CERF’s role in emergencies. The fund should reach the $2 billion mark in 2010, after
just five years of existence. If 20 more Member States join the ranks of contributors, two thirds of the Member States
represented in the General Assembly will have given to CERF.
These gains are a reflection of the
international community’s confidence in CERF and appreciation
of its role in emergencies. However, continued strong support is
necessary. As UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon said at the close
of the High-Level Conference in
December 2009: “In the coming
year, we do not know exactly how
the combination of conflict, climate change, demographic shifts
and a global economic slowdown
will conspire to create emergency
needs. But we do know that we
will face such challenges, and that
CERF will be an important part of
the response.”
CERF’s donors — large and small,
public and private — have made
CERF the relevant and functional
tool that the humanitarian community needed and a significant
success story. Continued support
for CERF in the years ahead is the
best way to ensure that UN agencies and their partners can be in
the right place at the right time
with the right level of resources.

Countries’ Increase in Contributions

Percentages show increase in contributions in 2009, over 2008
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*These countries’ contributions increased in their national currencies, although
due to currency fluctuations, the contributions actually fell in dollars.
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ANNEXES

© OCHA/Richard Johnson
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Annex 1: Overall Allocations, Underfunded and Rapid Response
(by country/territory in 2009)
Country

Allocation
($US)

Country

Allocation
($US)

Somalia

$60,534,026

Guinea

$3,454,846

Democratic Republic of the Congo

$30,427,973

Syrian Arab Republic

$3,287,464

Zimbabwe

$26,808,077

Myanmar

$2,998,439

Kenya

$26,336,685

Djibouti

$2,996,920

Sudan

$25,820,034

Central African Republic

$2,975,145

Sri Lanka

$23,506,382

El Salvador

$2,485,827

Democratic People's Republic of Korea

$18,996,703

Côte d’Ivoire

$2,412,316

Ethiopia

$15,645,398

Angola

$2,354,123

Philippines

$11,940,932

Mauritania

$2,174,497

Niger

$11,702,455

Nicaragua

$2,069,776

occupied Palestinian territory

$9,409,055

Algeria

$1,536,000

Pakistan

$8,890,399

United Republic of Tanzania

$1,516,283

Colombia

$8,527,388

Swaziland

$1,320,110

Burkina Faso

$8,525,924

Namibia

$1,299,825

Yemen

$8,433,052

Nigeria

$1,279,887

Republic of Congo

$7,948,987

Honduras

$1,271,408

Chad

$7,463,048

Uganda

$1,191,321

Indonesia

$6,935,731

Iraq

$1,004,837

Madagascar

$6,450,994

Georgia

$1,000,450

Nepal

$6,000,000

Lesotho

$574,955

Guatemala

$4,999,968

Mozambique

$547,001

Haiti

$4,995,766

Malawi

$544,860

Afghanistan

$4,165,567

Cape Verde

$474,338

Burundi

$3,956,773

Bhutan

$463,845

Lao People's Democratic Republic

$3,828,517

Gambia

$386,544

Eritrea

$3,521,258
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Annex 2: Rapid Response Allocations
(by country/territory in 2009)
Countries

Allocations
($US)

Countries

Allocations
($US)

Somalia

$50,534,027

Angola

$2,354,123

Sudan

$25,820,034

Guinea

$2,283,261

Sri Lanka

$23,506,382

Mauritania

$2,174,497

Democratic Republic of the Congo

$19,966,972

Nicaragua

$2,069,776

Kenya

$18,298,355

Chad

$1,998,660

Philippines

$11,940,932

United Republic of Tanzania

$1,516,283

occupied Palestinian territory

$9,409,055

Swaziland

$1,320,110

Pakistan

$8,890,399

Namibia

$1,299,825

Republic of Congo

$7,948,987

Nigeria

$1,279,887

Zimbabwe

$7,899,348

Honduras

$1,271,408

Niger

$7,726,113

Uganda

$1,191,321

Indonesia

$6,935,731

Iraq

$1,004,837

Burkina Faso

$6,528,389

Georgia

$1,000,450

Madagascar

$6,450,994

Lesotho

$574,955

Nepal

$6,000,000

Mozambique

$547,001

Guatemala

$4,999,968

Malawi

$544,860

Afghanistan

$4,165,567

Cape Verde

$474,338

Lao People's Democratic Republic

$3,828,517

Bhutan

$463,845

Yemen

$3,727,771

Côte d’Ivoire

$412,313

Colombia

$3,527,409

Gambia

$386,544

Syrian Arab Republic

$3,287,464

Central African Republic

$187,355

El Salvador

$2,485,827
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Annex 3: Underfunded Allocations
(by country/territory in 2009)
Countries

Allocations
($US)

Democratic People's Republic of Korea

$18,996,703

Zimbabwe

$18,908,729

Ethiopia

$15,645,398

Democratic Republic of the Congo

$10,461,001

Somalia

$9,999,999

Kenya

$8,038,330

Chad

$5,464,388

Colombia

$4,999,979

Haiti

$4,995,766

Yemen

$4,705,281

Niger

$3,976,342

Burundi

$3,956,773

Eritrea

$3,521,258

Myanmar

$2,998,439

Djbouti

$2,996,920

Central African Republic

$2,787,790

Côte d’Ivoire

$2,000,003

Burkina Faso

$1,997,535

Algeria

$1,536,000

Guinea

$1,171,585
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Annex 4: Contributors to CERF in 2009
Countries

Allocations
($US)

Countries

Allocations
($US)

United Kingdom

$64,262,000

Indonesia

$125,000

Netherlands

$55,668,000

Malaysia

$100,000

Sweden

$49,367,572

Estonia

$80,845

Spain

$44,348,982

Slovenia

$66,588

Norway

$42,734,983

Hungary

$54,088

Canada

$34,566,876

Kazakhstan

$50,000

Ireland

$27,179,610

Kuwait

$50,000

Germany

$19,522,484

Colombia

$40,000

Qatar

$10,050,000

Andorra

$38,986

Denmark

$8,544,087

Argentina

$30,000

Finland

$8,198,400

Oman

$30,000

Australia

$7,821,600

San Marino

$30,000

Belgium

$7,272,905

Finland

$24,000

Luxembourg

$5,696,400

Chile

$20,000

Switzerland

$4,657,370

Trinidad and Tobago

$20,000

Republic of Korea

$3,000,000

Egypt

$15,000

Italy

$1,358,868

Israel

$15,000

Japan

$1,000,000

Pakistan

$15,000

New Zealand

$1,000,000

Bulgaria

$14,966

China

$500,000

Algeria

$10,000

Greece

$500,000

Azerbaijan

$10,000

India

$500,000

Ghana

$10,000

Austria

$424,740

Moldova

$10,000

Poland

$300,000

Myanmar

$10,000

Portugal

$263,020

Peru

$10,000

Liechtenstein

$230,840

Philippines

$10,000

Iceland

$200,000

Slovakia

$10,000

Turkey

$200,000

Sri Lanka

$10,000

South Africa

$180,000

Viet Nam

$10,000

Mexico

$150,000

Kenya

$9,895

Saudi Arabia

$150,000

Antigua and Barbuda

$5,000

Brazil

$149,985

Armenia

$5,000

Czech Republic

$143,176

The Holy See*

$5,000

Monaco

$141,692

Jamaica

$5,000
* Observer mission to UN General Assembly
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Annex 4: Contributors to CERF in 2009
Countries

Allocations
($US)

Morocco

$5,000

Syrian Arab Republic

(continued)

Individual Contributions

Allocations
($US)

$5,000

Abu Dhabi National Energy Company
(TAQA)

$150,000

Venezuela

$5,000

HSBC Bank Middle East Limited

$100,000

Montenegro

$4,975

Western Union

$100,000

Albania

$3,500

Lao People’s Democratic Republic

$3,000

United Nations Foundation (Private
Donations)

$56,030

Republic of Congo

$2,256

Alexander Bodini Foundation

$15,000

Mozambique

$2,000

The Estate of George Gary

$10,408

Samoa

$2,000

Baha’i International Community

$10,000

Afghanistan

$1,500

The Red Crescent of the UAE

$9,982

Benin

$1,500

Individual Contributions

$1,400

Bhutan

$1,480

Haiti

$1,480

Timor-Leste

$1,200

Namibia

$1,000

St. Lucia

$1,000

Tuvalu

$1,000

34

CERF 2009 annual report

Annex 5: Total Pledges and Contributions to CERF, 2006-2010
(as of 31 December 2009)
Pledges and
Contributions (US$)

Countries

Pledges and
Contributions (US$)

United Kingdom

$364,933,003

Indonesia

$525,000

Netherlands

$285,068,964

Mexico

$500,000

Sweden

$259,454,320

Saudi Arabia

$500,000

Norway

$241,193,303

Monaco

$491,608

Canada

$168,185,892

Romania

$430,625

Spain

$165,754,141

Brazil

$429,985

Ireland

$98,083,022

Estonia

$350,558

Germany

$63,500,346

Kuwait

$350,000

Denmark

$45,740,645

Malaysia

$350,000

Australia

$44,684,600

Kazakhstan

$250,000

Finland

$36,905,545

Slovenia

$247,371

Switzerland

$29,017,279

Andorra

$162,179

Luxembourg

$27,822,901

Chile

$150,000

United States of America

$25,000,000

Nigeria

$100,000

Belgium

$23,707,347

Trinidad & Tobago

$100,000

Republic of Korea

$14,500,000

Pakistan

$93,967

Qatar

$12,150,000

Argentina

$90,000

Japan

$10,669,083

Hungary

$84,088

Italy

$8,621,295

Croatia

$83,000

France

$4,798,946

Egypt

$75,000

New Zealand

$3,762,700

Ecuador

$60,000

India

$3,000,000

Israel

$60,000

Austria

$2,308,032

San Marino

$54,413

China

$2,000,000

Bahamas

$50,000

Russian Federation

$2,000,000

Brunei Darussalam

$50,000

Portugal

$1,399,385

United Arab Emirates

$50,000

Greece

$1,379,138

Sri Lanka

$49,982

Poland

$1,360,000

Algeria

$40,000

Iceland

$1,319,861

Azerbaijan

$40,000

Turkey

$1,300,000

Thailand

$40,000

South Africa

$1,197,138

Bulgaria

$34,966

Countries

Liechtenstein

$899,970

Philippines

$30,390

Czech Republic

$531,706

Cyprus

$30,000
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Annex 5: Total Pledges and Contributions to CERF, 2006-2010 (continued)
(as of 31 December 2009)
Pledges and
Contributions (US$)

Countries

Pledges and
Contributions (US$)

Oman

$30,000

Botswana

$5,000

Singapore

$30,000

Mozambique

$5,000

Antigua & Barbuda

$25,000

Tunisia

$5,000

Morocco

$25,000

Venezuela

$5,000

Peru

$25,000

Guyana

$4,913

Lithuania

$20,845

Mauritania

$3,844

Armenia

$20,000

Afghanistan

$3,039

Colombia

$20,000

Latvia

$20,000

Lao People's Democratic
Republic

$3,000

Myanmar

$20,000

Bhutan

$2,960

Kenya

$19,895

Republic of Congo

$2,256

Bangladesh

$15,000

El Salvador

$2,000

Ghana

$15,000

Montenegro

$12,475

The former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia

$2,000

Grenada

$10,000

Madagascar

$2,000

Guatemala

$10,000

Maldives

$2,000

Jamaica

$10,000

Samoa

$2,000

Malta

$10,000

Benin

$1,500

Moldova

$10,000

Timor-Leste

$1,200

Mongolia

$10,000

Namibia

$1,000

Slovakia

$10,000

St. Lucia

$1,000

Syrian Arab Republic

$10,000

Tuvalu

$1,000

Viet Nam

$10,000

Total

Countries

Djibouti

$8,000

Albania

$6,500

Observer

Haiti

$6,480

Holy See

Lebanon

$6,000

Bosnia and Herzegovina

$5,000

Malta, Sovereign Military
Order of
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$1,958,677,601

$15,000
$5,000

Annex 6: Management Response Matrix
Recommendations Implemented in 2009
Recommendations

Implementation
Date

Actions

Recommendation 1
OCHA and the UN agencies need
to acknowledge that NGOs have
unique strengths to contribute to
the objectives of CERF, and hence
the NGOs need to play a more
important role in CERF processes
than they have been playing so
far.

Through telephone and email communication with HC/RCs and OCHA
December 2009
regional/field offices, the CERF Secretariat regularly reviews and ensures
compliance with the requirement that NGOs and other humanitarian
actors are present in the field-based CERF application process.

Recommendation 2
The “underfunded” window
should be renamed the
“underfunded protracted crisis”
window, or similar. A clearer more
widely supported process for this
window is required. A transparent
set of data should be used to
determine eligible countries and
the process reviewed by the IASC
Working Group for submission to
the ERC.

This recommendation will be further examined within the context of a
review of the underfunded window (planned for mid-2009) which will
look at criteria and data utilized, stakeholders involved, and types of
crises funded in order to make improvements/adjustments. To ensure
that the underfunded decision-making process is communicated to
a wide-range of stakeholders, improved and more comprehensive
allocation information has been posted on the CERF website, including
a summary of the Underfunded allocation process. Additionally, a
briefing on the underfunded allocation process was conducted for
Member States in February 2009.

December 2009

Recommendation 3
In situations when agencies are
awaiting funds from donors, or
where they are required to set
up common services on behalf
of the UN system, the CERF loan
window can be used creatively to
strengthen time-critical response,
provided that loan approval
processes can be simplified, by
removing the requirement for a
pledge letter for smaller loans,
and by allowing larger short-term
loans against pledges. The loan
window should be promoted
among country teams
as another tool available for
humanitarian work.

The loan procedure will be reviewed in consultation with the Office of
the Controller.

October 2009

To continue to improve existing humanitarian response architecture,
the ERC advocates for broad-based humanitarian country teams, which
adhere to the Principles of Partnership, with due emphasis placed on
the principles of equality and transparency. Establishing more inclusive
humanitarian country teams will encourage more active involvement
of NGOs in the programme management cycle, and ensure that
NGOs are engaged in strategic and operational discussions regarding
prioritization, programming, and fund allocations (from the CERF).
The IASC Working Group discussed draft guidance for establishing
humanitarian country teams in Washington, DC in March 2009; this
guidance is likely to be endorsed by the IASC at the end of the year.

The CERF Secretariat is reviewing grant funding to common services,
and will discuss the findings with the agencies. The goal is to develop
a guidance note, which outlines the framework and conditions
(particularly related to security phases) to fund common services.
Agencies have noted that providing advances from the loan element for
common services may not be feasible.
The use of the loan window is promoted regularly in correspondence
and in guidance from the ERC to HC/RCs. Procedures for the loan
process will form part of the CERF Application Guidelines package and
will be shared broadly.
The ERC will continue to prefer pledge letters in order to be satisfied
that firm pledges have been made in an amount sufficient to cover
the funds advanced. However, he will review each loan application on
a case-by-case basis and reserves the right to waive the requirement,
as he deems appropriate. There is also no limit on the size of a loan
request. However, the ERC may choose to cap a request based on the
availability of loan funds.

CERF 2009 annual report

37

Annex 6: Management Response Matrix (continued)
Recommendations Implemented in 2009
Recommendations

Actions

Implementation
Date

Recommendation 6
The UN agencies/IOM should
work to promote the Principles
of Partnership with NGOs
throughout their organizations.

The CERF Secretariat has included the Principles of Partnership in the
draft CERF Application Guidelines package. Consideration will be given
to establishing an integrated training package on the various elements
of the humanitarian reform.

October 2009

Recommendation 14
When significant CERF funding is
envisaged for countries without
an OCHA presence, the ERC
should ensure that a core team
of OCHA or UN agency surge
staff is deployed for a sufficient
length of time to support the
RC/HC in prioritization, the
CERF application process and
coordination of the immediate
response. Staff selected for
deployment as part of OCHA and
UN agency surge teams should
be adequately trained and, where
possible, include specialists in
cross-cutting issues, such as
gender.

Surge support (an individual from OCHA or an agency) will continue to
be provided to HC/RCs and country teams to support the prioritization
and application process for Fund allocations; an increased number of
missions is planned for 2009 and budgeted within the CERF Secretariat
cost plan (which is covered by the 3 percent programme support
cost retained by the UN Secretariat). Staff with experience in crosscutting issues, such as gender and HIV/AIDS, will be given priority
consideration.

September/
October 2009

A surge capacity toolkit is in the process of being developed by the
CERF Secretariat and will be circulated to the CERF inter-agency group
for information. Part of the toolkit was developed in February 2009 and
field tested through surge capacity missions undertaken during the first
round of funding from the underfunded window. The introduction of
CERF Application Guidelines and the continuation of the CERF training
programme will improve the knowledge of OCHA/agency staff on the
CERF application process.

Where such staff are required to
assist RCs with the development
of CERF proposals and with
subsequent reporting, it is the
view of the evaluation team that
such costs should be considered
a reasonable charge against the
3 percent overhead fee levied by
the UN Secretariat.
Recommendation 15
The staffing of the CERF
Secretariat should be
strengthened to reflect levels
of responsibility, and the
consequence of error, and to
ensure credibility with agency
counterparts. Specifically, the
Chief of the CERF Secretariat
should be at the D1 level. In
addition, the CERF Secretariat
should be moved into proper
office space as soon as possible.

38

The necessary paperwork for the reclassification of the Chief of the
CERF Secretariat post from a P5 to a D1 was completed and submitted
to the ACABQ. The next step is for ACABQ to schedule a meeting with
the ERC on the proposal.

July 2009
(ACABQ approves
reclassification of
Chief post)

Some of the additional posts that were approved are in the process of
being filled; others are in the process of being classified (by OHRM) and
advertised as per standard procedure.

October 2008
(moved from GA100)
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September 2008
(additional posts
were approved)

Annex 6: Management Response Matrix (continued)
Recommendations Implemented in 2009
Implementation
Date

Recommendations

Actions

Recommendation 18
Negotiations with the RC/HC on
the initial envelope for a CERF
contribution should be handled
on the telephone in the first days
following a disaster by the ERC
personally or by his Deputy or
by the Director overseeing the
CERF Secretariat. As a rule of
thumb, an initial contribution to a
medium-scale disaster could be
between 10 and 20 percent of the
initial Flash Appeal, with a special
focus on those components of the
Appeal required to get operations
underway.

This recommendation will be incorporated into the standard operating
procedures and CERF Application Guidelines. The standard practice
of the ERC approving envelopes for funding (based on needs, to the
extent possible) will be continued. Envelopes of 10 to 20 percent will be
considered, following an initial assessment of needs and a review
of the context and type/scale of disaster. In the long-term, a tool for the
categorization of crises should be developed which would determine
the range for the initial contribution according to the severity and scale
of the disaster.

October 2009

Recommendation 20
Through its field-based staff,
OCHA should continue to
articulate clearly the CERF
allocation criteria and funds
availability, and through better
communication, including greater
use of telephone and satellite
links, the CERF Secretariat should
ensure that initial CERF proposals
for rapid response are received
within a maximum of 10 days after
the disaster.

Coaching (through telephone and email communication) as well
as training of OCHA and agency headquarters/field staff on the
application process are part of the regular work of the CERF Secretariat.
The CERF Secretariat will explore the possibility of holding regular
teleconferences with OCHA regional offices. With the introduction of a
CERF Application Guidelines package, OCHA and agency field staff will
have clearer written guidance on the application criteria and process.
As for establishing a deadline for the submission of rapid response
proposals, this issue will need to be revisited following a review of
the timeliness for the development of grant requests in the field. In
principle, 10 days should be a reasonable target (depending on the
context).

October 2009
(Application
Guidelines posted
on CERF website)

When reviewing this recommendation in 2009, consideration will be
given to the following:
• Providing guidance to the field on the trigger, steps, and timeline for
the development of an application based on the type of emergency.
• Introducing a new project management system for the Fund to
enable project tracking from the field.
• Ensuring that the application process for CERF funding is clearly
elaborated in inter-agency preparedness and contingency plans, to
accelerate the process in the event of a sudden-onset emergency.
Recommendation 30
The CERF Secretariat should
produce an annual report on
activities for a wide audience, and
ensure a wide distribution for its
monthly update on activities.

A CERF annual report for 2007 was published and distributed in
2008; the 2008 annual report is being drafted and will be distributed
in May 2009. The distribution list for and the type of information in
the CERF newsletter has been expanded to ensure that a broader
range of partners receives information on the Fund. A communication
strategy has been finalized, which would detail systems for information
dissemination and aid in improving transparency and accountability to
primary stakeholders of the Fund.

December 2010
(measuring
timeliness
of grant
development;
establishing
a new project
management
system; improved
inter-linkages
with contingency
planning)

April 2009 (annual
report drafted)
November 2008
(distribution lists
updated)
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Annex 7: Acronyms and Abbreviations
CAP

Consolidated Appeals Process

CERF

Central Emergency Response Fund

ERC

Emergency Relief Coordinator

ERFs

Emergency Response Funds

FAO

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

GBV

Gender-Based Violence

HC

Humanitarian Coordinator

IDP

Internally Displaced Person

IOM

International Organization for Migration

MRM

Management Response Matrix`

NGO

Non-Governmental Organization

OCHA

Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs

OHCHR

Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights

PAF

Performance and Accountability Framework

RC/HC

Resident Coordinator and Humanitarian Coordinator

RC

Resident Coordinator

UN

United Nations

UNDP

United Nations Development Programme

UNESCO

United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization

UNFPA

United Nations Population Fund

UN-HABITAT

United Nations Human Settlements Programme

UNHAS

United Nations Humanitarian Air Service

UNHCR

United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees

UNICEF

United Nations Children’s Fund

UNIFEM

United Nations Development Fund for Women

UNOPS

United Nations Office for Project Services

UNRWA

United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees in the Near East

WFP

United Nations World Food Programme

WHO

World Health Organization
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